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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This Office Action is responsive to the amendment filed August 27, 2007. Claims 2 and 
10 were canceled; claims 1, 3-9 and 11-15 were amended and are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed August 27, 2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

3. Applicant argues that the references fail to show (Chase fails to teach or suggest a second 
license that serves as an update of said first license or reference a determining step used to 
indicate how the second license should modify the first". ), it is noted that the features upon 
which Applicant relies are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are 
interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the 
claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

4. Applicant argues that Chase does not describe or suggest combining the first license 
information and the second license information 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Chase teaches a license with rights and rules (i.e. 
usage information ) (see col. 5, lines 66 & 67; col. 3, lines 13-20 and col. 4, lines 8-19) and a 
license with the modification string (see col. 4, lines 20-50). Thus, both the rights/rules and the 
modification string are included in the license; thus, they are combined. 

5. Applicant argues that the modification string is not a license. 

Notice, the claims recites "second license information" not license. Thus, the Examiner 
interprets as the modification string as second license information not license. The modification 
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string includes modification information for modifying the rendering license, which is second 
license information (see col. 4, lines 20-25). 

6. Applicant argues that Chase does not expressly disclose determining whether the second 
license information is an add attribute or overwrite attribute against the first license information. 

The Examiner notes that this feature is new matter (see 35 USC 1 12 rejection below). 
However, this is taught by Chase (see col. 4, lines 27-36). The modification string includes the 
identifying indicia and a modification script including a set of instructions to be processed with 
respect to the license. Thus, the instructions determines how the information should be 
processed (i.e. add or overwrite). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

7. Claims 1 and 3-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
incomplete for omitting essential steps, such omission amounting to a gap between the steps. 
See MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted steps are: combining the first license information and the 
second license information. 

8. Claims 1 and 3-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

9. Claim 1 recites "determining whether the second license information is an add attribute 
or overwrite attribute against the first license information used to combine the first license 
information and the second license information"; however, the claim does not show first and 
second information being combined. 
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Also, it unclear what applicant means by "against the first license information". Is the 
second information being compared to the first license information? 

10. Claims 3-8 depends on claim 1 ; therefore, these claims are also rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite. 

11. As for claim 5, what is the "key information unique to said information processing 
apparatus"? 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

12. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described 
in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that 
the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 
Claim 1 recites "determining whether the second license information is an add attribute or 
overwrite attribute against the first license information used to combine the first license 
information and the second license information"; however, the specification does not disclose the 
determining "against the first license information used to combine the first license information 
and the second license information". If Applicant disagrees, please clearly identify where this 
feature is taught in the specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

13. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
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patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

14. Claims 1, 9, and 15 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by US Patent 
No. 7 1 1 0985 to Chase et al. ("Chase"). 

Referring to claim 1, Chase discloses storage means for storing first license information 
corresponding to the content information (see col. 3, lines 13-20 & col. 4, lines 8-19 - the 
storage device stores the license, which includes rights information), receiving means for 
receiving second license information corresponding to the content information (the computing 
device receives the modification string) and licensing processing means for determining whether 
the second license information is an add attribute or overwrite attribute against the first license 
information used to combine the first license information and the second license information (see 
col. 4, lines 27-36 - the modification string includes the identifying indicia and a modification 
script including a set of instructions to be processed with respect to the license),wherein the 
content information is operated within a range of license information obtained by combining the 
first license information obtained by combining the first license information and second license 
information ( the content is used based on the modification string, which is within the range) (see 
claim 1 & col. 4, lines 20-50) 

Referring to claim 9, Chase discloses storing first license information corresponding to 
the content information, receiving second license information corresponding to the content 
information, determining whether said second license information is an add attribute or an 
overwrite attribute against the first license information and combining a part of all of said second 
license information with the first license information on the basis of a result of the attribute 
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determination made in said determining step, wherein said content information is used within a 
range of license information obtained by the combining the first license information with said 
second license information in said linking step (see claims 1 & 2 above). 

Claim 15 is a system that performs the process of claim 1 above; therefore, this claim is 
rejected on the same rationale as claim 1 above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

15. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

16. Claims 3, 4, 6-8, and 10-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chase as applied to claim 2 above, and further in view of US Publication No. 2002/0026424 
to Akashi. 

Referring to claim 3, Chase discloses second license information (see claim 2 above - 
modification string). Chase does not expressly disclose wherein when the said second license 
information is determined to be an overwrite attribute, the processing means writes a part or all 
of the second license information over said first license information. Akashi discloses 
overwriting license information (see paragraph [0044]). As for overwriting the first license 
information with the second license information this is considered nonfunctional descriptive 
material. The overwriting step would be performed the same regardless of the data. Thus, this 
descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of 
patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re 
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Lowry, 32F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to overwrite 
information with any type of content because of the subjective interpretation of the data does not 
patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 

Referring to claim 4, Chase discloses second license information (see claim 2 above - 
modification string). Chase does not expressly disclose when the second license information is 
determined to be the add attribute, the processing means adds a part or all the second license 
information to the first license information. Akashi discloses overwriting license information 
(see paragraph [0044]). As for adding the second license information to the first license 
information, the overwriting concept of Akashi in combination with the modification script 
including the instruction set of Chase will allow such process to occur. Thus, at the time the 
invention was made it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
apparatus taught by Chase to include the apparatus wherein if said second license information is 
found by said second license identification information to be the license information to be added, 
the linking means adds a part or all of said license information to said first license information. 
One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this because the correct contents 
use condition can be retained (see paragraph [0045] of Akashi). 

Claims 6-8, 12-14 are rejected on the same rationale as claim 4 above. 

Claims 10 and 1 1 are method claims that performs the process in claims 3 and 4, 
respectively; therefore, these claims are rejected on the same rationale as claims 3 and 4 above. 
17. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chase as applied 
to claim 1 above. 
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Chase discloses a license including a digital signature (see col. 3, lines 13-20). Chase 
does not expressly disclose the use of key information unique to said information processing 
apparatus, an electronic signature is appended to license information obtained by combining the 
first license information with said second license information by said license processing means. 
Akashi discloses overwriting license information (see paragraph [0044]). As for appending 
electronic signature to the license information, the overwriting concept of Akashi in combination 
with the modification script including the instruction set of Chase will allow such process to 
occur. Thus, at the time the invention was made it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the apparatus taught by Chase to include the apparatus wherein by the 
use,of key information unique to said information processing apparatus, an electronic signature is 
appended to license information obtained by linking said first license information with said 
second license information by said linking means. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to do this because the correct contents use condition can be retained (see 
paragraph [0045] of Akashi). 

Conclusion 

1 8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
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will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jalatee Worjloh whose telephone number is 571-272-6714. The 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Fischer can be reached on 571-272-6779. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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